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PACIIOPAKEHMA [0 SKSAPXATY 


Ilo pacnopaxenuw Bpemenno Yupapaawmero JK- 
gapxaTomM BstcokonpeocnamenHoro Ajama Apxu- 
enuckona Onsaqeabputickoro u KapnaropyecKoro: 

1) Ilporonepefi ®eogop Boarapckuii nasnayaetca 
HacTosTedem KupHas0-Medoxnesckol wepkBu B Mui- 
BoKH (Ha4.). 

2) Ilporonepeii Kocbma Top6a4ues HasHayaetca Ha- 
eroatetem Cepadumosckoi wepksn B KomOpuax 
(Mace.). 

3) Caamenauk Baaqumup J[bayenko HasHayaeTca 
HacTostetem Hukodaesckoi nepkeu B XamMony (UMn- 
Mana). 

4) Caamennuk Credan RanbsaH HasHayaeTcA Ha- 
cToaTedeM BaaluMupoBckoli WepKBu B Jones (Tenn. ). 

5) Juakon Cumeon Kamuncknii sanpemaetca B 
CBANLCHHOCAYACHHH H HCKAWYAETCA 3 COCTABa KANPA 


Pyccxo [Ipanocaapnot [epxeu Bp Amepuke 3a cocay- 
xKeHHe ¢ Hocudom Kanmopnyem. 

6) Hukakux nosnomounfi no cOopy Ha noctTpoliKy 
OMA JAA Wpectapesoro AYXOBeHCTBA HH OMHOMY CBA- 
M@HHHKY, HH MAPAHHHY He JaBadlocd, a OT CBAINLEHHH- 
koB Pyccroh [Ipasocaapnoh Iepxeu B Amepuke, 00- 
pamanvmuxca co cOopoM K OTHAaM HacTOATeAAM 1IpH- 
XONOB Dk8apxata HallexuT TpedowaTh odumnarbupiii 
OKYMEHT 3a TOAUNHChIO YupaBaAwMlero JelaMu DK3ap- 
xata uw Cexpetaps Enapxnadpnoro Copeta, Bhanubiii 
¢ paspemenna II[panamero Enuckona. 


Ynpapaniouwnh Jlenamu SkK3apxata: 
Tipotonepei HW. JisBonyunk. 


Cexpetapb Enapxuaabuoro Coseta: 
TIporozuakou VM. Cemos. 





CBATbDIE PYCCKOM LLEPKBH 


DEBPAIB (no cmapomy cmuaw ) 


3-—Cs. Enncxon CHAMEOH Trepcroti. 
Cs. Baaropepaaii Kaasb POMAH Yranucruii. 


4—Cs. Ipenoqo6nnit KMPH Hososepcruit. 
Cs. [I[penoqo6nne ABPAAMHM un KOTPHM Te- 
yepcKHe. 


5—Cs. PEOTOCHM, Apxuenucxon Uepnuroscent. 


9-—Cs. I[peno,o6nnfi TOHKPATHM Teyepcrnit. 
Cs. [Ipenogo6nne HUKM®OP un TEHHAIMM 
Baxeosepcrue. 


10—Cs. IIpenoqo6nnt TIPOXOP Ieugepcrutt. 

Cp. HOAKRMM, AYKA, TEPMAH, APKAJMIM, 
rPHrOPHH, MAPTHPHM, AHTOHMM, BA- 
CH.IMM un CHMEOH Csaarutrean Hosropos- 
cRHe. 

Cs. Ipenogo6nmi JOTTUH Kopaxemcknuit. 


11—Cs. BCEBO.101-TABPHHL Kuasp Iexoncrol. 
Cs. [penoqodnni TAMUTPHM ITpuayunnii. 


12—Cs. ATEKCHIM, Murponoaut Mockoscrnii. 


14—Cs. IIpenogo6nnii HCAAKHM, Sarsopxuk Ile- 
yepcrnii 

17—Cs. EPMOTEH, [latpnapx Mockoscrnii u rees 
Pycn. 

18--Cn. [penoqo6nnii KO3MA Ha pee Hxpome. 

20—Cs. Ipeno,o6nmi KOPHULIMM Iexosenoi. 


23—Cr. IIpeno,o6nni MOUCEM Beasosepexuii. 
Cx. penogo6nmi TOJURAPIL Bpancenit. 


24—Cn. IIpenogo6nnii EPASM Ieyvepcruit. 


27—Crn. Ipeno,o6nnmit THT Mevepernii. 

28—Cs. Baaxennnli HAKOAM porns UeKon- 
cron. 

29—Cn. IIpenogo6nmii KACCHAH, 3arsopnnk le- 
yepcrua. 





«/Ipyrn XpuctTosbl Bcex 1106A8T HCKpeHHO, HO He BCeMH 6bIBaIOT J06uMbI. JLpy3bs 


MHpa H He BCex 11068T H He BCeMH 1106uMbI ObrBalOT. JIpyru XpHCTOBbI AO KOHILa 


COXPaHAWT COs 1106BH; - 


4TO 1H60 MHPCKOe?>, 


APY3bxA MHPCKHe, TIOKA HE BCTPeETHTCH CCOPbl 3a 


(Cs. Maxcum Ucnoseanuk). 
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CATHEDRAL CASE 


As we have stated before in these pages, we do not wish to have 
our journal take on the appearance of a law periodical. However, 
we do intend that ONE CHURCH be informative and of use to the 
present readers as well as to the future historians of our Church 
in America. It is for this reason that we print below the rather 
long minority opinion (which was in our favor) stated by Justice 
Desmond in which also Chief Justice Loughran concurred. In com- 
parison to the wordy and not always exact factually majority opin- 
ion of the other Justices (and theirs prevailed) the present state- 
ment is concise, to the point, and is based upon the canon law of 
our Church and upon the American Constitution. 


THE EDITORS. 


DESMOND, J. (dissenting). None of us, of course, and Westminster Church v. Trustees of Presbytery of 
deny that the present Russian Government is frankly N. Y. (211 N. Y. 214). For the decision about to be 
and grossly antireligious and irreligious. But judicial made is just this: that the judicial and legislative 
recognition of that well-known fact is of no help in branches of the Government of this State have the 
deciding this lawsuit. We are dissenting here because power (and that the New York State Legislature has 
we strongly feel that this decision is an unlawful in- exercised the power) to oust from the archdiocesan 
trusion into the internal affairs of a religious body, cathedral of the Russian Orthodox Church in New 
contrary to first principles of American Government, York City, a prelate (defendant Benjamin) who has 
violative of the First Amendment's guaranty of free- been appointed archbishop of that archdiocese by the 
dom of religions from such governmental interference, Patriarch of Moscow, supreme head of that church. 
and in conflict with the controlling decisional law as No other decision reaching such a result can be found 





set forth in Watson v.. Jones (13 Wall. [U. S.} 679) in the books. 
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In aid of clarity we set down these indisputable and 
uncontested propositions: 


1. The Russian Orthodox Church is a “general” or 
centrally-organized church (see Watson v. Jones, supra, 
p. 722), under whose law and discipline the Patriarch 
of Moscow, as its supreme head, has the power of ap- 
pointing archbishops. 


2. Defendant Benjamin was appointed by the Patri- 
arch as archbishop of the diocese of North America and 
the Aleutian Islands, and that appointment is now in 


effect. 
3. The Russian Orthodox Cathedral in New York 


City, is the See church of the archdiocese, and, accord 
ingly, defendant Benjamin, as the duly appointed arch- 
bishop is entitled to possess and occupy that cathedral 
as his See church. 


4. Plaintiff-appellant, a New York corporation, 
holds title to the cathedral property but, under New 
York law, that title is in trust for the religious pur- 
poses of the Russian Orthodox Church, and for no 
other purpose (Westminster Church v. Trustees of 
Presbytery of N. Y., 211 N. Y. 214, 223, supra). 

5. Plaintiff, in seeking to exclude defendant Arch- 
bishop Benjamin from possession of the cathedral, is 
acting under the control of, and in the interest of, a dis- 
sident or schismatic group of Russian Orthodox Cath- 
olic individuals and parishes, which group, formed at 
Detroit in 1924, refuses tq recognize the authority and 
primacy of the Patriarch of Moscow 


6. Under the law of New York (see Religious Cor 
porations Law, § 5), religious denominations, such as 
the world-wide Russian Orthodox Church, have de- 
nominational control over their constituent churches, 
parishes or branches, and the constituents cannot es- 
cape such control by secession (Trustees of Presbytery 


of N. Y. v. Westminster Church, 222 N. Y. 305, 315). 


7. The appointment of Archbishop Benjamin, as an 
oficial act of the highest Russian Orthodox Church 
authority, was a decision on a denominational matter 
of internal church government, and as such is final, and 
absolutely binding on the civil courts of this State 
(Watson v. Jones, 13 Wall. [U. S.} 679, 727, 729, 
supra). 


The sum of those plain propositions is this: that 
Archbishop Benjamin's possession of the cathedral is 
not subject to control by any civil authority or by any 
judgment of a civil court, and that no civil court may 
decree to the independent or nonconformist group 
(which controls plaintiff corporation), possession of 
that cathedral, hostile to the authority and action of 
the mother church (Wason v. Jones, supra, at p. 734). 


What bases, then, are announced for the direction 
by this court that a judgment issue which will remove 
defendant Benjamin from his cathedral? As we under- 
stand it, those asserted grounds are two: first, that the 
Moscow Patriarchate is not in fact functioning as the 
true central organization of the Russian church but is 
a mere agency or instrumentality of the Soviet regime; 


and, second, that article 5-C of the New York Relig- 
ious Corporations Law has, by legislative fiat, ousted 
the patriarchal appointee, and turned the cathedral 
over to the schismatics. The first of those bases amounts 
to a new finding by this court, without evidentiary 
support in this record, and in the face of contrary tes- 
timony, and express contrary findings by both courts 
below. The second basis gives to article 5-C a con- 
struction not reasonably supported by its language, or 
by its history, or by any reasonable or discoverable 
legislative intent—a construction which, furthermore, 
makes the statute unconstituional. We now take up 
these matters in turn. 


The finding, or determination, now being made by 
the majority of this court as a basis for reversal, is that 
the presently ruling Patriarch of Moscow is not, and 
should not, be treated as, the true central head of the 
church, but that he is a mere fellow traveler on the 
communist road, serving not God but the Soviet Caesar. 
Interestingly enough, plaintiff itself seems not to cast 
so cold an eye on the Patriarch, since the record 
abounds with protestations by the “American”, or 
schismatic Orthodox Russians, of their filial loyalty and 
devotion to the Patriarch, whom they regard as a vir- 
tuous and venerable spiritual leader. Aside from that, 
and confining ourselves within the strict bounds of our 
own jurisdiction we, the Court of Appeals, have, of 
course, no power or right to adjudicate that the in- 
cumbent is no true Patriarch but a mere usurper or 
pretender. We dissenters refuse so to do, not from any 
mere naiveté as to Russia and communism, but as a 
necessary conclusion from the record in this lawsuit 
At the very most, we have here the attempted deter 
mination of a fact, vigorously denied by witnesses, and 
found to the contrary by the courts which have juris- 
diction to pass on facts. 


It is suggested that common sense, or general knowl- 
edge, makes it appropriate for us to take judicial notice 
that Patriarch Alexy is not acting independently but 
is obeying commands of his communist masters. Per- 
haps he is, for all we know, but his motivation is no 
proper subject of judicial notice. Many years ago our 
predecessors warned us against taking judicial notice 
in such uncertain fields (see Baxter v. McDonnell, 155 
N. Y. 83, 93). And, even if we could, somehow or 
other, get sure knowledge that the Patriarch’s appoint- 
ment of this archbishop was made for the most unholy 
reasons, or because of the meanest accommodation to 
brute power, we still could not, as a court, strike down 
the appointment or refuse to give it credit. The Patri- 
arch, like all men, must account for his stewardship, 
but not to the New York courts. 


The long and the short of it is that this is an eccles 
iastical matter, to which, be their answer right or 
wrong, the ecclesiastic superiors have the final answer. 
“st %* * and civil courts, if they should be so unwise as 
to attempt to supervise their judgments on matters 
which come within their jurisdiction, would only in- 
volve themselves in a sea of uncertainty and doubt, 
which would do anything but improve either religion 
or good morals” (Connitt v. Reformed Protestant 
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Dutch Church of New Prospect, 54 N. Y. 551, 562). 
We are not talking about the powers of courts or of 
government to keep from our shores persons dangerous 
to our institutions, be they churchmen or laymen, or 
to deal with such persons when and if they violate our 
laws. No one has testified that Archbishop Benjamin 
is such a subversive, and, if he were, the New York 
courts would hardly be the place, or an action of ejec- 
tion the method, to arrange for his deportation from 
our shores. The United States Government has never 
withdrawn recognition of the Russian Orthodox Church 
and its Patriarch (see Ponce v. Roman Catholic 
Church, 210 U. S. 296, 318). 


We turn now to the statute which seems to be ap- 
pellant’s chief reliance. Article 5-C of the Religious 
Corporations Law, consisting of four sections (§$§ 105- 
108), was enacted in 1945 and amended in 1948. Its 
language follows the general pattern of several other 
articles in the same law. On its face there is no indi- 
cation that it had any purpose other than that of any 
other special or general law incorporating a religious 
society or sect or church, that is, “to give an organiza- 
tion for public worship legal rights, and to impose on 
it legal obligations as a corporate body * * *” (Petty 
v. Tooker, 21 N. Y. 267, 271; Van Buren v. Reformed 
Church, 62 Barb. 495, 497). Incorporation of a church 
is the method by which the municipal law recognizes 
a church’s present existence. Obviously, such a statute 
cannot be a device for transferring property from one 
faction to another, or for subjecting centrally organ- 
ized churches to the control of seceding groups. Neither 
of those two general statements will be contradicted, 
and yet we are told that the passage by the New York 
Legislature, in 1945, of article 5-C and its amendment 
in 1948, had the precise and intended effect of freeing 
the whole Russian Orthodox religious community in 
America from its traditional submission to its supreme 
hierarchical head, of outlawing in New York so much 
of that community as remained submissive to the Patri- 
arch, of putting the whole group and all its properties 
under the control of the new schismatic “Russian 
Church of America’, and, specifically, of mandating 
the ouster of the patriarchically appointed archbishop 
and the substitution of a rival claimant, not so ap- 
pointed. We confidnetly assert that there is nothing 
in the statute itself to suggest such a legislative coup, 
that there is much to show that such was not the leg- 
islative purpose, and that the statute, if so intended 
and so construed, is plainly unconstitutional. 

The first section (105) in article 5-C is headed 
“Definitions”. It is not in form or meaning a preamble 
or legislative finding of fact. It defines two terms used 
elsewhere in the article: “Russian Church in Amer- 
ica’ and “Russian Orthodox Church”. The long, one- 
sentence definition of the first of those terms says that, 
as used in the article, it means those churches, cathe- 
drals, parishes, etc., which were known as the Russian 
American Mission of the Russian Orthodox Church 
from 1793 to 1870, then known as the Diocese of 
Alaska, etc., from 1870 to 1904, then as the Diocese of 
North America and the Aleutian Island from 1904 to 
1924, and which have been known as the Russian Or- 
thodox Greek Cath. Church of North America since 


1924, and which were subject to the administrative juris: 
diction of the Most Sacred Governing Synod in Mos- 
cow until 1917, later the “Patriarchate of Moscow”, but 
which, now constitute an administratively autonomous 
metropolitan district created pursuant to resolutions 
adopted at a general convention (sobor) of said district 
held at Detroit Michigan, on or about or between April 
second to fourth, nineteen hundred twenty-four”. A 
“Definition” of a term is a precise statement of its 
meaning. Nothing could be more precise than the 
statement (above summarized) which the Legislature 
thus gave us of what the Legislature meant by the use, 
in article 5-C, of the term “Russian Church in Amer- 
ica”. The definition describes, by reciting its history, 
the particular “group” of churches intended to be af- 
fected by the article. So read, the definition cannot 
possibly mean anything but this: that the “group” of 
churches or parishes thus recognized by the Legislature 
under the name “Russian Church in America”, were 
those particular churches and parishes which were for- 
merly part of the unified body called at successive 
times first the “Russian American Mission”, then 
called the “Diocese of Alaska and the Aleutian Isl- 
ands”, and which have been called the “Russian Ortho- 
dox Greek Catholic Church of North America™ since 
1924—in other words, the secessionists. To make that 
totally clear, the Legislature added to its “definition” 
a statement that it meant those churches, cathedrals or 
parishes which, though formerly subject to the Mos- 
cow Patriarch, had created themselves into an autono- 
mous metropolitan district (or diocese) in April, 1924. 
On the trial, the witnesses agreed that not all the 
American parishes of the Russian Orthodox Church 
have gone over to the new “American” church. The 
definition describes those who did so cross over. The 
second “definition” in section 105 (of “Russian Ortho- 
dox Church”) says that term means a church, cathe- 
dral, etc., founded and established with the purpose 
and intent of adhering to the new metropolitan dis- 
trict. 


The next section (106) or article 5-C sets forth 
the formalities for incorporation of a “Russian Ortho- 
dox Church”, as defined in section 105. Section 107, 
as amended in 1948, prescribes the method of govern- 
ment, by the new “Russian Church in America” of 
“every Russian Orthodox Church in this state”, whether 
incorporated before or after the creation of the new 
“autonomous metropolitan district”. Appelant seizes 
upon the words “every Russian Orthodox Church in 
this state” as meaning, literally, every Russian Ortho- 
dox parish, church or cathedral, whether or not it has 
seceded, and whether or not it desires to retain its 
traditional ties with the Patriarch. Of course, the 
words must be limited as defined in section 105, which 
says precisely what they are to mean, when “used 
anywhere in this article”. 

Section 108, headed “reincorporation of existing 
corporations” authorizes the reincorporation “under the 
provisions of this article”, of any “heretofore incorpo- 
rated Russian Orthodox Church”. Such a provision 
would be useless and meaningless if the Legislature 
had, by the previous sections of the article, put every 
Russian Orthodox church and parish, automatically, 
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into the new, dissident, “Russian Church in America”. 
Indeed, if so strange and ruthless a plan had been in- 
tended by the Legislature, section 105 itself (“Defini- 
tions”) would have been meaningless and unnecessary 
since, with all included, there would be no need for 
any definition or limitation. 


Article 5-C, we think, is so plain and clear as not 
to need or permit any construction beyond the patent 
meaning of its simple words (Matter of Rathscheck, 
300 N. Y. 346, 350). But if construction were per- 
missible, every known canon of construction would 
lead to the same result: that the Legislature could not 
have intended this as a statue of outlawry, ouster, or 
disestablishment. Words in a statute are to receive 
their natural and obvious meaning; the general pur- 
pose and spirit of the law is to be kept in mind; 
objectionable consequences, injustice and unreasonable- 
ness are to be avoided; acts will not be so construed 
as to accuse the Legislature of a purpose to do harm 
(see McKinney's Cons. Laws of N. Y. Book 1, Statutes, 
§$§ 94, 96, 191, 143, 146, 148, 151, and cases cited 
for these propositions). A bad result suggests a wrong 
construction (People ex rel. Beaman vy. Feitner, 168 
N. Y. 360, 366). We find another aid to construction 
in the very practical idea that the busy New York 
Legislature which enacted over 1,200 laws in 1945, 
and which had no committee reports or debates as to 
article 5-C, was entitled to believe that this law meant 
what it said, without hidden purposes. 

And one of the most urgent of all the canons of 
construction is this one: that a statute must be con- 
strued, when possible, “in manner which would remove 
doubt of its constitutionality, and possible danger that 
it might be used to resrain or burden freedom of wor- 
ship or freedom of speech or press” (People v. Barber, 
289 N. Y. 378, 385). Put another way, the rule is 
that the construction, if at all possible, must be such 
as not only to avoid unconstitutionaliy but to avoid 
grave doubts thereof (Cooper's Case, 22 N. Y. 67, 
87, 88; Kovacs v. Cooper, 336 U. S. 77, 85; Tauza v. 
Susquehanna Coal Co., 220 N. Y. 259, 267; People v. 
Realmato, 294 N. Y. 45, 50; United States v. Jim 
Fuey Moy, 241 U. S. 394, 401). How can there be 
any dispute but that this article 5-C, if read so as to 
take this archbishopric from the control of the central 
church and give it to appellant’s group, is unconstitu- 
tional? Watson v. Jones (supra), does not use the 
precise word “unconstitutional” but the opinion, con- 
trasting American with old world systems (see p. 728 
et seq. of 13 Wall. [U. S.}), says that “in this country 
the full and free right to entertain any religious belief, 
to practice any religious principle” finds expression in 
the American rule of law that the determinations of 
the tribunals and judicatories of a centrally-organized 
church are absolutely binding on the civil power. The 
modern Supreme Court in Everson v. Board of Educ. 
(330 U.S. 1, 13), has cited Watson v. Jones (supra), 
as authority for the proposition that the First Amend- 
ment provides “protection against governmental intru- 
sion on religious liberty” through statutes. It is no 
answer to this charge of unconstitutionality that there 
is here in dispute a “property right” only as to the use 
of a building. “* * * when rights of property are 


dependent upon the questions of doctrine, discipline or 
church government, the civil court will treat the deter- 
mination made by the highest tribunal within the 
church as controlling” (Baxter v. McDonnel, supra, 
155 N. Y., p. 101, citing Watson v. Jones, supra; and 
Connitt v. Reformed Protestant Dutch Church of New 


Prospect, supra; see Gonzales v. Archbishop of Manila, 
280 U. S. 1, 16). 


We pause to remark on the notable similarity be- 
tween the present case and Watson v. Jones (supra). 
A controversy over slavery split the Presbyterian 
Church in Kentucky in the 1860s; dissension over 
communism ideologies and Soviet controls played their 
part in the internecine warfare which broke out among 
the American members of the Russian Orthodox 
Church. A faction withdrew from the central control 
in the Presbyterian Church; plaintiff's faction here 
divorced themselves from their supreme hierarch. In 
Watson v. Jones, the Supreme Court, holding the 
Presbyterian controversy to be “a case of division or 
schism in the church” (p. 717), as is surely true of 
our case, made the classic statement of law which runs 
from page 722 to the end of the long opinion. The 
holding as between the dissenters and the central or- 
ganization was summarized thus: “They [the schis- 
matics} now deny its authority, denounce its action, 
and refuse to abide by its judgments. They have first 
erected themselves into a new organization, and have 
since joined themselves to another totally different, if 
not hostile, to the one to which they belonged when 
the difficulty first begain. Under any of the decisions 
which we have examined, the appellants, in their pres- 
ent position, have no right to the property, or the use 
of it, which is the subject of this suit” (p. 734). 

Going back to the statute (art. 5-C) and its sup- 
posed effect here, we have, fortunately, the strongest 
kind of proof from the Religious Corporations Law 
itself that the Legislature never intended for article 5-C 
the meaning and result now ascribed to it. In 1943 
(ch. 145 of that year) the Legislature, two years be- 
fore it set up article 5-C, had enacted a new article 
XV of the Religious Corporations Law headed “Ortho- 
dox Greek Catholic (Eastern Orthodox) Churches” 
and had, concurrently, amended subdivision 3 of sec- 
tion 15 of the Religious Corporations Law. That 1943 
legislation described and recognized a “Federation” of 
the “Four Primary Orthodox Greek Catholic Jurisdic- 
tions in America’, being the churches, congregations, 
etc., recognized by the “apostolic historic Orthodox 
Patriarchates of Constantinople, Antioch, Moscow and 
Serbia (Jugoslavia)”. Among other things, that 1943 
law described the processes whereby new congregations 
adhering to the four historic patriarchates could 
be newly incorporated or reincorporated as member 
churches of the federation. The significance for us is 
this: as late as 1943, the Legislature was thus legislat- 
ing as to those churches which were under the govern- 
ment of the Moscow Patriarch. The Governor of New 
York, after signing the bill, made it clear that he so 
understood its import. In a speech at Buffalo (see 
Public Papers of the Governor, 1943, p. 550) Governor 
Dewey said: “For more than one hundred and eighty 
years members of the Greek Church have been on 
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what is now American soil. We find in the records 
that as long ago as 1763 a native of the Aleutian 
Islands was converted by a devout and hardy missionary 
from Russia. Nineteen years later the Holy Synod 
sent a mission of eight monks to Alaska and in 1794 
they established missionary headquarters on the Kodiak 
Island. Three years later the hierarchy of the Greek 
Church consecrated a Bishop of Alaska, but he per- 
ished at sea before he could ever reach his diocese. The 
living successor of the reverend prelates who succeeded 
him is The Most Reverend Metropolitan Benjamin of 
New York. It is an interesting historic fact, particu- 
larly in these days, that his full title is Metropolian 
of the Archdiocese of the Aleutian Island and North 


America.” 


The Most Reverend Metropolitan Benjamin whom 
the Governor thus saluted as the successor to the his- 
toric line of Orthodox prelates in America was our 
defendant Benjamin. 


Thus we see that in 1943, by article XV and the 
amendment to section 15, the Legislature dealt with 
those Orthodox churches which remained loyal to the 
Patriarch and in 1945 and 1948, through article 5-C, 
gave its attention and recognition to the new, non- 
conformist “American Church”. There is no slightest 
sign that the Legislature intended the later statutes to 
repeal the earlier. We should not strain to discover a 
repeal by implication but must read these statutes as 
harmonious parts of a whole and assume that the 
Legislature in 1945 knew what it had done in 1943 
(Cooper's Case, 22 N. Y. 67, 88; Chase v. Lord, 77 
N. Y. 1, 18; Matter of Tiffany, 179 N. Y. 455, 457; 


Matter of Timmins, 200 N. Y. 177, 181; Betz v. Horr, 
276 N. Y. 83, 88; Morris Plan Ind. Bank of N. TY. v. 
Gunning, 295 N. Y. 324, 331). “The intent and 
purpose of the legislative commands must be found 
from the statutes relating to the same general subject- 
matter taken as a whole” (Betz v. Horr, supra, p. 88). 
‘If by any fair construction, whether strict or liberal, 
a reasonable field of operation can be found for both 
acts, that construction should be adopted. In other 
words, if the old and the new law, by any reasonable 
interpretation, can stand together, there is no repeal 
by implication” (Matter of Tiffany, supra, p. 457). 
The Legislature in 1943 dealt with the patriarchal 
church, in 1945 with the American church, and there 
is no repugnance, inconsistency or over-lapping of the 
two sets of statutes. 


A final comment: 


In the long run, communist repression and abuse of 
religion will make religion stronger, for “the blood of 
the martyrs is the seed of the Church”. And so with 
government interferences with churches in our country. 
But with us the loser will be a traditional principle of 
American Government: that the inner affairs of re- 
ligious bodies are no concern of the State. 


Lewis and Dye, JJ, concur with Conway, J.; 
FROESSEL, J., concurs in separate opinion in which 
Lewis, Conway and Dye, JJ., concur; DEsMonpD, J., 
dissents in opinion in which LouGHRAN, Ch. J., and 
FuLp, J., concur. 


Judgments reversed, ete 
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An Archpastoral Letter From the Past 


The following Epistle addressed to Archbishop Benjamin “tem- 
porary Exarch in America,” and to “the God-loving Clergy and 
Laity” of the Church in America over a decade and a half ago by 
Metropolitan Sergius and edited in English in its present form by 
Peter A. Krochta is printed herein to make it available for refer- 
ence. When the future historian writes of the period of church dis- 
order caused in this country by the Platonite or Theophilite schism 
he will know from a perusal of this docyment that the “American” 
schism was needless and based upon personal ambition and lust 
for power. This Epistle is translated from the Journal of the Mos- 
cow Patriarchate (Vol. III, No. 16-17) of 1933. 


On receiving Your Eminence’s detailed report 
on the state of Orthodox Church affairs in Amer- 
ica, and a copy of Metropolitan Platon’s Epistle 
of withdrawal from submission to his lawful Saer- 
ed Superiors in the person of myself and the Pat- 
riarchal Holy Synod sitting with me, i.e., of his 
causing a schism, I immediately confirmed our 
Ukase by telegraph in order that, with the help of 
God, Your Eminence may assume the government 
of our North American Archdiocese during the 
period of Metropolitan Platon’s suspension and 
gather around yourself the American Orthodox 
flock, who doubtless are much disturbed by this 
new schism. 


By this present Epistle, addressed to you now 
as Ruling Bishop of the Archdiocese, and at the 
same time to the faithful spiritual Flock of Christ 
gathering around you, I wish once again to con- 
firm the mission entrusted to you, and to encour- 
age all of you, both Shepherd and Flock. ‘‘ Let not 
your heart be troubled,’’ we will ‘‘save our souls 
in patience,’’ and preserve like the apple of our 
eye the precious pearl of our Holy Faith and that 
much-desired gift of being in the One Saving Fold 
of the Orthodox Church of Christ. 


The matter concerning Metropolitan Platon has 
been going on now for over five years. Soon after 
I had taken over the duties of Acting Locum Ten- 
ens and gradually had become acquainted with af- 
fairs, I considered the decision of 16 January 1924 


THE EDITORS. 


Grace unto you, and Peace, and 
Strength, and Fortitude from 
God the Father, and Our Lord 
Jesus Christ, and the Holy 
Spirit! 


(No. 28), signed by His Holiness the late Patriarch 
Tychon; by Archbishop (later Metropolitan Tych- 
on of Uralsk; and by two Archbishops still living. 
Seraphim (now Metropolitan of Saratov) and 
Peter (now Metropolitan of Krutitsk, the Patriar- 
chal Locum Tenens)—by which Metropolitan Plat- 
on was dismissed from the prelacy of the North 
American Archdiocese. 


Meanwhile we received a letter from Metropol- 
itan Platon in America, dated 7 March 1928, re- 
questing us to testify (for judicial purposes in a 
lawsuit over Church property) that the Supreme 
Chureh Authority for the American Archdiocese 
at present is vested in the Locum Tenens, Metro- 
politan Peter and, during his absence, in me (Met- 
ropolitan Sergius) as his Substitute, and in the 
Patriarchal Holy Synod sitting with me. Metropol- 
itan Platon, in giving me to understand that the 
Archdiocese did in faet recognize the Supreme 
Church Authority above mentioned, assured me 
that ‘‘the whole Russian Church in America con- 
stantly prays for Metropolitan Peter and for you’’ 
(i.e., for Metropolitan Sergius). Judged by their 
context, these words could only mean that the 
name of Metropolitan Sergius is proclaimed, as it 
should be, with that of his Beatitude the Locum 
Tenens, at Divine Service in the churches of the 
American Archdiocese, and in particular by Met- 
ropolitan Platon himself. You know better than | 
how far this corresponded with reality. 





| 
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Patriarch Sergius 


I answered Metropolitan Platon, inviting him to 
give the familiar subscript of refraining from pol- 
itical outbursts. At the same time I reminded him 
that in the Patriarchate there is the Decree con- 
cerning his removal from the American Cathedra. 


Metropolitan Platon finally answered me in a 
letter dated 7 June 1929. In it he merely expressed 
personal offense at the ‘‘threat’’ which he claimed 
to perceive in my reference to the Ukase; and not 
a word about any difficulty in giving the subscript : 
‘We shall give our answer together—Metropol- 
itan and Vicars; the one difficulty is that we do 
not know when the Alaskan Vicar will return from 
visitations within his diocese.’’ The whole letter 
gave the impression that the answer would be in 
the affirmative. 


Being accustomed to believe the words of a pre- 
late, I again waited. The fourth year of my wait- 
ing has commenced and during this period Metro- 
politan Platon could have communicated with me 
several times—openly relating any misunderstand- 
ing or difficulty in giving the subscript, presenting 
any changes desirable to him in the form of the 
subscript, ete... In facet however, there is only 
complete silence. Finally, I directed Your Emin- 
ence to personally clarify the question of Metropo- 


litan Platon and in ease of a refusal of his respon- 
sibilities, to directly undertake the administration 
of the Archdiocese. 


Your arrival in America opened our eyes. Met- 
ropolitan Platon and his cohorts rejected their sub- 
ordination to our Patriarchate some time ago (only 
because of practical considerations did he remain 
silent) and did not mention the name of the Sub- 
stitute of the Locum Tenens at Divine Service as 
required by rubrics (i.e., was simply repeating the 
practice of all the present schismaties: the Kar- 
lovtsy, the Eulogians, and others), which was al- 
ready a clear indication of schism. 


Having learned of our Ukase suspending him 
and thinking to anticipate its publication, Metro- 
politan Platon hastened to publish his Epistle re- 
garding his formal separation from the jurisdiction 
of the canonical authority of the Moscow Patriar- 
chate, i.e., from the viewpoint of the holy canon 
of the Chureh, he perpetrated a schism. 

Without going into a detailed examination of the 
aforsaid Epistle. I shall present a few comments 
coneerning it: 

1) In order to obseure the schism, Metropolitan 
Platon, following the example of other schismaties, 
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is attempting to loudly proclaim his subordination 
to the Locum Tenens. We merely do not recognize 
the Substitute; this does not mean that we are in 
schism from the Patriarchate. In the Church of 
God, however, the whole system of the relation of 
the various parts and organs rests on the Lord’s 
saying: ‘‘He who receiveth him, whom I send, re- 
ceiveth me;’’ and “‘he that despiseth you despiseth 
me’’ (Luke 10:16). Those who do not subordinate 
themselves to the Substitute, who received his 
authority from the Locum Tenens, violate, by this, 
their subordination to the Locum Tenens. This in- 
contestable situation is twice-over incontestable in 
regard to Metropolitan Platon because, as we know, 
the Decree dismissing Metropolitan Platon from 
the American Cathedra comes directly from His 
Holiness the Patriarch and, moreover, was signed 
by the present Locum Tenens. Thus refusing to 
recognize the Patriarchate in her present form, 
i.e., the Substitute and Patriarchal Holy Synod, 
without accusing them of any heresy, Metropoli- 
tan Platon dares to rebel against the lawful Sacred 
Superiors, to whom he vowed subordination at his 
consecration, and places himself and his followers 
in a position condemned by the Church canons 
(e.g., 13-15 Quinisext-) which threaten, for those 
that remain unrepentent, not only suspension but 
even deposition. 


2) Metropolitan Platon is unable to present any 
justifications whatever for his great sin before God 
and the Church whether they be based on canon- 
ical or even purely worldly grounds, e.g., that he 
transgressed the canons ‘‘being coerced by the 
multitude of the mighty of this world’’ (although, 
in taking his vows he obligated himself to avoid 
even these transgressions). He himself, by his own 
initiative, perpetrates the schism; he is not sed- 
uced by others, but rather, he himself invites the 
American Orthodox clergy and faithful to follow 
him. The Epistle indicates that the schism which 
has been perpetrated was premeditated and plan- 
ned some time ago and was concealed temporarily 
only because of purely practical considerations. 


3) A painful impression (which would seem ab- 
solutely non-permissable in such a festive and im- 
portant ecclesiastical document) is created by the 
Epistle’s attempt to obscure the issue and thus 
lead uninformed people astray. Claiming that the 
American Church received its ‘‘canonical basis’’ 
for departure from the Patriarchate in a decree 
issued by the late Metropolitan Agathangel, the 
Epistle declares the late Metropolitan to be ‘‘the 
immediate successor of His Holiness the Patriarch 
of All-Russia Tychon in the administration of the 
life of the whole Russian Church.’’ But the facts 
which it neglects to mention are that after the said 
Decree, His Holiness Patriarch Tychon again took 
over the government of the Russian Church and 
ruled her until his death on 7 April (25 March) 
1925; that it is precisely His Holiness the Patri- 
arch who very persistently required of Russian 


Church leaders, both in the USSR and abroad, 


that abstention from polities which we too have 
required of the Americans; that after the Patri- 
arch’s demise his full powers passed to His Beati- 
tude, the Locum Tenens Metropolitan Peter, whose 
lawful Substitute I now am; and, finally, that 
Metropolitan Agathangel himself died peacefully 
on the Cathedra of Yaroslavl in canonical and sac- 
ramental communion with our Patriarchate, then 
presided over by myself, and was buried by one of 
the members of our present Patriarchal Holy Syn- 
od, His Eminence Archbishop Paul (Borisovsky), 
now Metropolitan of Yaroslavl. 


4) Metropolitan Platon attempts to justify his 
rupture with the Patriarchate by the fact that we 
require the familiar subscript of ‘‘loyalty’’ from 
the Clergy. But this subscript, in the sense in 
which we understand it and in which we present 
it, contains nothing incompatible with a Christian’s 
obligations either to the Church or to the State and 
so cannot justify this rupture. Metropolitan Pla- 
ton arbitrarily interprete the subscript in a sense 
chosen by himself to suit his own particular pur- 
pose. 


The Epistle gives the impression that we are 
demanding written promises ‘‘ which favor the Bol- 
shevik power in Russia,’’ ‘‘favors the Soviet re- 
gime ;’’ as if through such a subscript, the Amer- 
ican Church would be ‘‘connected with the Soviet 
policy, permeated by Communistic and Atheistic 
principles ;’’ as if generally in giving this sub- 
script, a man would take upon himself some sort of 
obligation ‘‘to the Soviet power,’’ and would even 
come to be ‘‘in serfdom”’ to it. 


Not content with such purely demagogical ex- 
clamations, deliberately calculated to stir up pol- 
itical chauvinism, the Epistle goes to the extent of 
hypocritically forbidding American and Canadian 
‘citizens’’ to give ‘‘any written promise of loyalty 
to another civil power.’’ As though a priest, en- 
tirely given up to preaching the Kingdom of God 
and therefore a stranger to politics—were for that 
reason to become an enemy of his country! 


‘ 


5) Metropolitan Platon expresses apprehension 
lest, as a result of his making a written promise, 
the property rights of the American Church might 
be impaired. 


The Hierarch at the head of the American Areh- 
diocese, in his capacity as the representative of the 
Russian Church, was formerly administrator (with- 
in the limits set by the local civil laws) of Chureh 
property situated in the Archdiocese; or, formally 
speaking, was the person empowered to do so by 
the All-Russian Holy Governing Synod which for- 
merly ruled our Church. This was all the more 
natural since a considerable part of that Church 
property had been acquired through financial 
means supplied by the Synod. When a Synodal 
Ukase was issued calling back the Hierarch from 
the government of the American Cathedra, he 
simultaneously lost both the right to govern the 
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Chureh and to administer her property even 
though, by American civil law, that property was 
held in his name. It was his canonical and moral 
obligation to give over all his rights and all Chureh 
property to his successor. 


Instead of the Holy Synod, the Council of 
1917-18 instituted the Patriarchal form of Chureh 
government, and the All-Russian Patriarchs, hav- 
ing assumed the leadership of our Church in place 
of the former Synod, inherited all the latter’s 
rights and, in particular, the canonical right of 
supreme administration of church properties in the 
USSR and abroad (within the limits of loeal civil 
law). This higher authority passes from the Pat- 
riarch to the Locum Tenens and from him to his 
Substitute and generally to the Hierarch who le- 
gally bears the responsibilities of Patriarch at any 
time. 


Thus administratively (though even only ad- 
ministratively) breaking ties with us and being 
dismissed from the prelacy of the Russian Arch- 
diocese in America, Metropolitan Platon, both 
canonically and morally, is deprived of the right 
to continue as administrator of the properties of 
our Chureh though it be in his name. He must 
transmit the control of this property to whomever 
is appointed in his place by lawful Church author- 
ities. The same applies to the bishops and other 
clerics who have followed Metropolitan Platon in- 
to schism. Juridically, of course, taking advantage 
of the formal side of the matter, with the aid of 
attorneys and the like, Metropolitan Platon and 
others could win in court and remain in possession 
of these properties in spite of the requirements of 
the Chureh; but canonically and morally this 
would be nothing less than appropriating another’s 
possessions, i-e., almost a kind of despoiling of the 
Chureh’s inheritance. 


The matter concerning Metropolitan Platon and 
his followers will be investigated at the next full 
convocation of the Patriarchal Holy Synod 
(plenum), which shall be held in August of this 
year. The canonical fault of Metropolitan Platon 
and his sympathizers will then be formulated in 
Synod and the ecclesiastical punishment awaiting 
them will be determined. However, in view of the 


fact that the schism is already quite evident, the 
Orthodox must set themselves apart from those 
who have succumbed to the schism in order ‘‘not 
to participate in the sins of others.’’ The Chureh 
directs us to break off the fellowship of prayer 
with schismatics: Anyone praying with a schismat- 
ic is subject to the same punishment (Can. 10, 
Holy Apost.). It is forbidden to attend their Di- 
vine Service as also to receive their sacraments, 
blessings, and the like. Otherwise, according to the 
Apostle, we must not consider them our enemies, 
but must instruct them as brethren (2 Thess. 3:15). 
Our task is to avoid giving the impression that we 
are indifferent to their schism or that we excuse or 
even approve it; this would only confirm them in 
their sin and postpone their repentance. We, as 
their brethren, must pray for them, that God may 
lead them to repentance and we must ourselves 
help them to attain this goal through word and 
deed. This is the duty of everyone—from the bish- 
op to the very last layman. Our joy is not in see- 
ing ecclesiastical justice properly punish sinners, 
but rather in seeing punitive justice terminated by 
timely and sincere penitence of the sinner and his 
return to the path of truth. Our Patriarchate, 
therefore, after much waiting and postponment, in 
deciding to end the affair of Metropolitan Platon 
and designating an inquiry into this matter in 
August, is still willing to hear out Metropolitan 
Platon and those with him if they but evidence the 
intention to repent and through submission to 
their Patriarchate, make their peace with the 
Church. 


We will continue to await tidings of sueh an in- 
tention to the last hour in order to arrive at a con- 
clusive judgement. We shall pray that He Who 
desireth not the death of a sinner, might grant us 
the ultramundane joy of seeing the repentance of 
our separated brethren that together with us they 
may again praise with one mouth and one heart 
the All-honorable and Majestic Name of the Fath- 
er, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Amen. 


Substitute of the Patriarchal Locum 

Tenens, SERGIUS, by the Grace of 

God Metropolitan of Gorky, asking 
Your prayers. 
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Thirty-Fifth Anniversary 
of the Manchester Parish 


On Novomber 12th, 1950, the Church of St. Pet- 
er and St. Paul in Manchester, N.H. marked the 
Thirty-fifth Anniversary of its founding with the 
blessing of a newly erected Leonostasis with Icons 
executed by Prince Alexander Poutiatin. 

Because of the illness of His Eminence Archbish- 
op-Exarch Macarius and the heavy duties of His 
Eminence Archbishop Adam—neither could attend 
the celebration, and The Very Rey. Fr 
Joseph Dzvonehik was delegated to the 
affair. He was accompanied by Th 
Rev. Fr. Protodeacon Innocent Semoff 
The Very Rev. ‘Theodore Bolgarsky 
Pastor of St. Seraphim’s Church in 
Cambridge, Mass. also participated in 
the celebration and con-celebrated with 
the other visiting clergymen and _ the 
Pastor of the Manchester Church, Fath 
er David F. Abramtsov. 


The new icons in the Church are per- 
haps outstanding in this country. They 
are all replicas of well-known Byzan- 
tine and Old Russian iconography. 
Those people who were in charge of the 
redecorating of the Church insisted that 
only traditional iconography be repre 
sented in Manchester. The anti-canonic- 
al Westernization of iconography wa 
not wanted with its rosy-cheeked Ma- 
donnas and chubby Christ-childs. The 
result was that when Prince Poutiatin 
accomplished his work—no better set of 
icons is to be found in this country. 
Perhaps the most outstanding icon is 
the rendering of the Last Supper. The 
original is a eleventh century fresco from the 
Sophia Cathedral in Kiev. It is quite different 
from the traditional Leonardo da Vinci food-laden 
Lord’s Supper found in most Orthodox Temples 
in this country. In this truly Orthodox Catholic 
icon the Apostles stand around the Holy Table (on 
which is Bread, Wine, and salt) while Our Lord 
reclines on the side giving His Blessing. It is a 
masterpiece of intricate detail work. The faces, and 
especially the evil, scowling face of Judas, each re- 
present hours of careful work to attain just the 
right expression. 


The Savior and the Theotokos are both to be 
found in the famous Kachrie Djami Church in 
Constantinople, now a mosque, and found by 
scholars, in the iconographic field, to belong to the 
sixth century. Both figures sit in state upon 
thrones and the Christ-child on the icon of the 
Theotokos is represented in a medalion similar to 





the znameny icons. The other icons, The Three 
Hierarchs, Peter and Paul, St. Stephan and St. 
Philip on the Deacon’s Doors, and The Annuncia- 
tion on the Holy Doors, are all representative of 
the fourteenth century Novgorod School of ico- 
nography where the Russian icon reached its 
highest state of developement. A unique icon is the 
small Analogion icon at the entrance of the church. 





(Left to right): v. Rev. Theodor Bolgarsky, v. Rev. Joseph Dzvon- 
chik, Rev. Protodeacon Innocent Semoff and Rev. David Abramtsov 


It represents the two Arch-supreme Aposties hold- 
ing in their hands the Manchester Chureh which is 
dedicated to them. It denotes symbolically that 
Peter and Paul through their intercessions before 
the Throne of God are upholding and supporting 
the local community of faithful. 


Following Divine Liturgy the festivities were 
concluded with a catered Banquet at a local Hall. 
During the speeches the Mayor of Manchester pre- 
sented the keys of the City to Father Dzvonchik 
to give to His Eminence the Archbishop, and to 
Prince and Princess Poutiatin. Father Dzvonchik 
announced that His Eminence decreed that the 
Manchester parish be granted a Gramota for the 
rapidity in which it accomplished the renovation 
of the temple interior and its wisdom in adhering 
to the traditional and canonical iconography of the 
Church, 
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HISTORY OF THE PARISH 


The founders of the Church of St. Peter and St. 
Paul began to arrive in Manchester and vicinity 
from Galicia, a province of the Austro-Hungarian 
Empire, around the turn of the present century. 
Though historically these people ‘professed the 
Orthodox Catholic Faith, since the Brest Litovsk 
‘*Union’’ of 1596 they were politically coerced into 
submitting to and becoming uniates of the Roman 
Chureh. Upon settling in Manchester and finding 
no church of their own, but yet, heeding the admoni- 
tions of their loved ones left behing in Europe - 
not to forget God and ‘‘to seek out the churches on 
which there are crosses,’’ the new emigrants 
attended services at the local Polish Roman Catholic 
church and later were vrovided with a uniate 
priest and facilities at the local Latin eathedral 
Soon, in 1905, they organized a parish of their own 

built a church — and received a priest from the 
uniate diocese. 

It was in this period that the Ukrainianizers 
started their separatist propaganda with the ardent 
support of the newly appointed uniate Bishop Sot- 
er Ortynski who arrived in this country in 1907. 
Many of the people who considered themselves his- 
torically a part of the Russian nation and of the 
Eastern heritage as coneerned their Faith beeame 
dissatisfied, for along with propagating the novel 
theories of Ukrainianism, these agitators were ri- 
tualistically strongly Pro-Roman and antagonistic 
towards anything Russian, Orthodox, or tradition 
ally Eastern. The people’s innate dislike of uniat 
ism reached its climax when the traditional Rus- 

ian Eight-pointed Cross was done away with and 
replaced by the Latin form. This was considered 
b* the people as the sign to return to the Chureh of 
their fathers if their Faith was to be preserved 
Tle three men who were, perhaps, most instrumen- 
tal in the return of their people to Orthodoxy were 
Basil Pileh, Michael Bozahara, and John Zaharko. 


After their break with uniatism and while en- 
dea\ oring to organize an Orthodox parish, the spi- 
ritusl needs of the people were satisfied by the loca! 
Hellsnie priest and the Russian Orthodox priest 
from Boston. Meanwhile a number of Orthodox 
emigr ints from Russia had settled in the vicinity 
and they banded together with the Galicians to or- 
ganize. in 1915, the present parish. On April 11, 
1915, the Reverend Father Jacob Grigorieff of Bos- 
ton was invited to celebrate Liturgy at the loeal 
Greek etiurch and to preside at the first meeting of 
the parish. The gathering, which was composed of 
thirty-eight married and sixty-six single persons, 
chose two delegates, Basil Golej and Michael Boza- 
hara, to go to New York City to petition the Arch- 
bishop to receive the newly-organized parish into 
his jurisdiction and appoint them a pastor. The 
following persons were chosen for the first commit 
tee: President, the Pastor; Vice-President, Michael 


Bozahara; Treasurer, Michael Oleniak; Secretary, 


Joseph Mudryk; Ass’t. See., Alexander Perich; 


Collectors, Basil Kaczmarski and Adam Woroniak. 

Several days later Fr. Peter Solovey was ap- 
pointed pastor of the parish and services were eel- 
ebrated at the Hellenic church. Meanwhile the pres- 
ent site of the church was acquired and the build- 
ing was completed in the Spring of 1916 at the cost 
of approximately $10.000. The edifice was dedicat- 
ed October 29, 1916 by The Most Reverend Arch- 
bishop Eudokim during the pastorate of Fr. Mi- 
chael Sotak, the parish’s second pastor. 





Rev. D. Abramtsov contemplates the icon 
of the Savior 


In the few years that followed, the parish, for 
various reasons, had many pastors. Nevertheless, 
the early priests served to lay a foundation for 
those who followed. It was not until August of 1921 
that a pastor, Fr. Joseph Banit, was appointed who 
remained for any length of time. Fr. Joseph was 
well liked and in the course of his tenure mueh 
progress was made in the parish. It was also during 
this period that the parish, in connection with the 
Archdiocese as a whole, beeame severed canonically 
from its primatal see, the Patriarchate of Moscow 
and was placed in a position of sehism in regard 
to the Universal Chureh. 

From 1930 until December of 1932 when Fr 
Hegumen, later Archimandrite, Theodosius Kul- 
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chitsky was appointed rector, the parish was with- 
out a spiritual leader. However, in the interim, and 
especially during the holyday seasons, the parish 
needs were taken care of either by clergymen sent 
from the diocesan chancellery or by the priest from 
Lawrence, Mass. Among these temporary pastors 
may be mentioned Fr. Archpriest Michael Illinsky, 
presently the primate of the Russian Orthodox 
Church in America, who for several weeks during 
the Paschal season of 1932 resided in Manchester. 

It was during Fr. Kulchitsky’s pastorate that a 
sisterhood and young people’s society were organ- 
ized. In this period also a rectory was erected on 
the parish property. Although at one time in the 
early history of the parish a home for the priest 
was owned, it was sold in the fall of 1922 for eco- 
nomic reasons. The rectory was built in the fall of 
1933 adjacent to the church with the assistance of 
several parishioners at the cost of $2,737. 

Fr. Theodosius left in January of 1936 and it 
was voted at various meetings early that same year 
to remain without a pastor but to ask the rector of 
the Chureh of St. John Baptist of Lawrence to be 
spiritual overseer of the parish. Finally on Janu- 
ary 2, 1937, Fr. Basil Kostyshak arrived in Man- 
chester and remained throughout the war. His pas- 


torate was marked by the upsurge of marriages and 
baptisms. He was replaced by Fr. Archpriest Leo 
Chumak in September, 1946 and shortly thereafter 
difficulties arose within the parish. In the wake 
of the spiritual upheaval that followed, the parish 
voted (August 29, 1948) to re-enter the lawful 
jurisdiction of the canonical prelate of the Church 
in this country and petitioned him (March 12, 
1949) to that effect. 

The Reverend Fr. David Abramtsov was appoint- 
ed (March 22, 1949) to the parish by resolution of 
His Eminence, Archbishop Macarius and a new 
era was entered upon by the parish. 


LIST OF FORMER PASTORS 

Reverend Fathers: Peter Solovey, Michael 
Sotak, John Semanitsky, Michael Danilchik, Basil 
Golinsky, Alexis Dankevich, Nicholas Podlusky, 
Joseph Banit, Theodosius Kulchitsky, Basil 
Kostyshak, Leo Chumak. 

Note: Temporary pastors were the following 
Reverend Fathers: John Davidoff, T. 8S. Turchenko, 
Michael Illinsky. The parish was also served by the 
following Reverend Fathers from Lawrence: P. 
Marchenko, and Peter Dubrovsky. 

Jorome Zhuk. 





Christmas Program of Children: 


at St. Nicholas Cathedral, New York City, 
January 7, 1951 


I 


1) Star Spangled Banner. 

2) Lord’s Prayer. 

The children participating were as follows: Barbara 
Wimmer, Maryann Skritnansky, Andrew Popichak, 
Barbara Nayduck, Justine Sirko, Eugene Swedano- 
vich, Nicholas Alexis, Michael and Ellen Koren, An- 
na Spiak, John Nogrady Mary Zavoda, Marlene Ku- 
bis, Janet Pristash and others. 


II 
Recitations 
1) Andrew Popowchak, 
2) Justina Sirko, 
3) Eugene, Alexis and Nicholas Zvionovich. 
Ill 
Christmas songs: 


White Christmas, Rudolf the Red Nose Reindeer 
by Michael and Ellen Koren. 
Silent Night and Jingle Bells 

and Marlene Kubis. 
Piano accompaniment by Mary Zavoda 


IV 


by Janet Pristash 


Piano Solo by Mary Zavoda. 
Dance by Janet Pristash and Balin Jack. 


Clarinet Solo by Sasha Andrev. 
Poems in Russian by Alexy Sosinsky. 


Vv 
Russian Songs by Choir of the English Service with 
Mary Zavoda, George Koren, Daria Krochta with 
piano accompaniment by Matushka Dzvonchik. 


VI 

All the children marched around the Christmas tree 
which was set in the center of the hall. Following this 
Santa Claus distributed gifts to all the children 
present. 

Thanks is due to the Cathedral Sisterhood for do- 
nation of gifts. 

Also we wish to express thanks to Mrs. Mary Za- 
voda and Matushka Dzvonchik for preparing the 
program and their participation in singing and assis- 
tance at the piano and George Koren for his role as 
announcer. 

Following the Christmas Program the members 
of the Cathedral participating in the Sunday English 
‘Service greeted Rev. Anthony Renye on his birthday 
by presenting him gifts and a birthday cake. 

The affair was well attended and enjoyed by all 
present. 

To all the participants and parents our wholehearted 
thanks for a splendid evening. 

Daria Krochta 
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XPOHMKA UWEPKOBHOA XHSHK 


H3 2KUH3HH AMEPHKAHCKOTrO SK3APXATA 


B cyOdory 6 snBapa, B COUeADHHK, B KanyH Pox- 
jecTBa Xpuetowa, B CB. Hukosaesexom LlatpHapmem 
Codope BceHontHoe OfeHHe coBepmaa I[peocnamen- 
Hb AqaM B cOCAyAKeEHHH HacToATeAd codopa oTITA 
Hocuda, mpoToqnakonamn oTiamn HnokeHTHeM 1 
CHHpHAOHOM H AHakoHOM Meoquem. hak B CBATYO 
HOW aHTeaAn CAaBocaoBHan Xpucta, Tak HW cobopHHt 
XOp, NHOApakad WM, 4AecHO HeHOAHAA Bee poRe- 
eTBenckHe necnonenua. Tlocae pcenomHol ceeTpH- 
yeCTBO YCTPOHAO powecTBeHCKY! Tpanesy. horga 
Baaqnko OrarocaoBHA, Bee Iporean «Pow eCTBO TBOE, 
Xpuete Bowe nam, a HOTOM eA pow ecTBEHCRKYO 
KYTbWO H MOCTHHE O1K1a, IPHTOTOBAeHHHe CecTpaMH. 
B nockpecenbe, B Jenb PowrectBa XpucToBa, Opiaa 
yopwKecTReHHaA CayKOa. Baagbike Aamy cocayRHIn 
5 CBAMCHHHKOB — 2 TpoTOAHakOHa, AMAKOH MH HI0- 
qwakonn. Xop nea ocobenno xopomo. Tlozon xpam 
Ona MOAAMUXCA. BaadHKO CKazAA CAORO O POLNBINEM- 
ea Xpnete, KoropHit npnnec Ha 5eMAl HOBYW pelH- 
rHw), BONpeKH eBpefickoh peAHTHH «OKO 3a OKO>, 
Xpneroe yan Hac AO6uTH ApyT Apyra, upoutarh oOn- 
in. OH IpHnec MHP H Oaaronosenne HW xXoTA cefiuac H 
HeT MHpa Ha 3eMje, HO MBI BCe, XPHCTHAHe, LOAKHBIL 
CTPpeMHTbCA K MUPY H AWOBH. Oren Hocnd OrzaroxapHa 
MOAAIMUXCA 3a TO, YTO OHH He 3adbIRAWT Xpam Bownti 
H upuxoxat B Hero u ¢ ropem nu ¢ pagoctow. Ilocaze 
o6eqHH MaTylka Hu OTe Hoc npHraacnan Kk cede 
Baagqbky, xop u AyxoBencTRO. Baagbika Makapuit He 
MOF IIPHCYTCTBOBATH Ha Oorocay#eHHH 10 OOlesHH, HO 
Korga Bce coOpaaucn y o. Hocnda eTO BRI3BaIH 110 
Teae(hOHY H OH CaAyIIad, Kak XOp nea Pow ecTReEHCKHE 
lecHOneHHs. 


Beyepom, B Jenb PoxzectRa, B coOopHOM Bade Je- 
TAM Oblda yeTpoeHa eaka. JLeTHIeR cOOpadoch MHOTO. 
Muorue u3 Jetef BAICTYNAaIH B KOHMepTHOH mporpam- 
me. Ilepex nporpamMof mpucytTeTBywnne ciel ame- 
pukancknit rua, a mocae JeTcRUA xop nea «CaaTad 
HOUb> HW Apyrue necHH: urpad Ha (paetire Madbunk 
AnjpeeB; YNTAANCh CTHXH 10 AHrANcKH HO pyccRH: 
IIPHATHO OTMETHTb, 4YTO HeKOTOPHle AeTH 3a 2 Towa 
INKOAbE UPeBOCXOTHO OBAALCAM PYCCKUM ABKIKOM H UH- 
Taan eTHxoTBopenna JJepmontopa u Ilymknna. Jer 
Mopos pasqaBad No_apKU, CAACTH, AeTH Wea WH TaH- 
leBAIH BOKPYT CARH. 

B stor Beyep Kpyxkon Moaogeau upn cobope mpH- 
BeETCTROBAI ¢ THEM POKAeHHA OTA AHTOHHA, KOTOpPHit 
conepiiaeT OOC AHH Ha aHTANHCKOM ABHIKe Kawkoe BoOC- 
kpecenbe. OTny AHTOHHO IpenoqHecan Ooabmol TOpT 
H 1WoapEKH. Tuan ali. Hactpoenne y pcex 6nI0 Npasy- 
HHYHOe, NOAHOe ANOBH MUpa H B3AHMHOTO TOHMMAHHA. 
Boapmoe cnacn6o AyxXoRencTBy, cecTpH4yectTBy, XOpy 
H yeTpoHnTedsM. 

CectpHyectBo OObABHAO. TO 10 eRpaad yerTper 
BaeT CHeKTAKAD <«3HaTHHI BHYK>, B COOOPHOM sade, 
B & yacon Beyepa. Haqeweb MHOTHX YBHeTh Ha 9TOM 
pe UpHATHH. 


IT puxomanun. 


LIEPKOBHAS XKH3Hb B YEXOCJIOBAKHH 
O6pauienne K 4nTaTeAAM Ennnod LlepKsH 
Pyeckne JH, 

joporne BO Xpucte Opatea u cecTpH, 3eMIaKH! 
Xpuetoe powkaetes, caapute! 


KomuteT 10 BoceTaHoBaeHHw uMymecTBa Tpaso- 
claBHol Hpameseroi Enapxun cepxeqno noaqparas- 
eT Bac ¢ npasqnnkom PoxgectBa Xpuetopa Hu ¢ Ha- 
etynamuuM Hoss 1951 Toxom u or AymmM xeaaeT 
Beem Bam muoro ycuexos B Bameti padote na 6aaro 
Hamel cB. Matepu-Ilepxen. 


OHOBpeMeHHO homuTeT BhIpaxkaet rayOokyw Oaaro- 
lapHOcTh BeeM, KTO JO CHX TOP OKasad HAM MOMONIb 
MOPadbHO HAW MaTepHadbHo. B HacTosMee BpeMA MBI 
MOKEM VKE KOHCTATHPOBATH, YTO Bama nomomb Onaa 
jelicTBUTeAbHO cBOeBpeMeHHa: B IIpamene KpacyeTca 
yaxe BeANKOJenHHA Xpam cp. Atekcanapa Hesexoro, 
B .ladopne MOHYMCHTaAbHb XpaM-NaMATHHK aB- 
muM B Kapnatax pyeckuM BonHaM, B CTamHHe mpe- 
KpacHhii XpaM 3akan4nBaetca B HOcTpoiiKe, B Yan4- 
KpuBom xpam yake OcBAMeH, B Lape, Muabnome a 
B APYTHX celaX HAYATH padoTH 10 OTcTpOolike xpaMoB, 
He TOBOPA YK O MOHACTHpe BO BaaquMupcRoil, BoccTa- 
HOBAeHHE H OTCTPOlika KOTOPOTO Vake B XORY. 


JTO ABACHHE NOBACKAO 3a COOOW HeMadHe pajo- 
cTHHe cOOnTHA: 28-ro anpeaa 1950 roga B IIpamene 
coctosica Cobop rpekO-KatpOAN4eCcKOrO AVXOBeEHCTBA Hi 
MHPAH, KOTOPHA eLHHOLYMHO NpOBOsTAACHA AJNKBUAA- 
1H} puMckoli yuun... If Bor, cero,.HA MBL YK AYXOBHO 
OObCIHHEHH H OObCAMHCHHHMH CHAAMH NpoO_orKaemM 
CTPOHTh HayaToe HaMH cBATOe JeAO. [loovTOMy, MH Oy- 
eM BecbMa OjaroqapHb, ecan Hu B Oyxymem 6yzeT 
HaM OKa3aHa Balla kak MOPadbHad, Tak H MaTepHadb- 
Had MOMOMIb. 


CBOH TOKePTBOBAHHA H BUpPeAb NPOCHM NOCHIAATb 
10 alpecy yHOAHOMOYeHHOTO 10 JelamM Hamero Komu- 
Teta: Bup. 0. por. Angzpeii C. Wlaenenxufi, En. Ax- 
MHHHCTpaTop, 106 H. Moppue Crput, Cr. Kaep, Ia. 

Mul OyzeM HaleaAThCA, YTO, HECMOTPA Ha COBPeMeH- 
Hoe TaAKeIOe MeKAVHAPOLHOe TOAOKeHHe, MpoiAyT 
OypH, HewesHyT TYGH, BacHsAeT COAHIe H MA pH Ba- 
Mme nomMomH OyteM cHoKOMHO TpO_OAKaTh HayaToe 
HaMH CBATOe Te10 BO caaBy boxnw H Ha paxocTs 
Bcex Hac. Mbt B OTO BepHM H padoraem. HukTo Ham 
He mpensteTayet. Beppte H Ba ¢ HaMH, HOO ¢ HaMH 
Bor! 


3a Komutet 10 BOCcTAaHOBAeHHW HMyutectBa [fpaRo- 
caapHol Ipsamescrofi Enapxun Bp IIpamese: 


Apxrumanopum Andpet (Koaomayxut ), 
Ayxopunii Ynpapureap. 


Joxmop Hean C. Ilaeneuxuii, 
ipeqceqaterb. 


IIpsames. exadpp 1950 r. 
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C 6narocaosenna Boicokonpeocsawenxoro 
BAAbIKW MAKAPHUA 
NOCTYNHA B Ipox_aky OoAbMO BHIOOp 


UK OF 


Xpucta Cnacnreas, [pecsarofi Boropoqum 
Cs. Hukosaa u fp. 


Itena: Ooabmoro pasmepa 5”’x4” — $1.50 

Maloro pasmepa 3”x234,” — $1.00 

Jlenexuble NepeBoAb H 3aka3bl HallpaBAATb 
m0 ajpecy: 

St. Seraphim Russian Orthodox Church 
163 Hampshire St., Cambridge, Mass. 
Bech oxo, noiiget Ha coopyaenne 
HOBOTO Xpama 
I[pHxofb, Jawnmne saka3s npesnmawnni $8.00 

HMeWT CKHAKY 25°, 


ee 


HONTTANUUTVUNANOOTAUOUUUONUONOOOOOGGOUETUEAGGSEOOUOOOUTOONEAAOOAUOOOUHTH 


HA CKJIAJIE 
MPH HAKOJIAEBCKOM COBOPE 


MIpHHHMAalOTCH 3aKkasbl Ha: 
Vepeiickve HanepcrHble Kpectbl, mpoctTbie uC 
VKpauleHHaAMH; 
Manarun, Yawn, J.uckochl, apovnocuupl, Benupi, 
Kaanaa, Kosuin, Batoaua, Kpectuabuble suLMKH, 
Hateabuble KpecTbl, 3anpectorbHble KpecTbi, 
Metanauueckhe xopyrsuv, ApxuHepelickne un 
CpauenHHueckhe oG6nauenna, 
Enuckonckue )Kessni 
Bcenouunbie 6mona 
Crpy4ubi 
JbKHUbI 
Konua 


a Take MOYMHKA BCAKOM WepKOBHOM yTBapH. 
3onouenne, cepe6penne u mp. 


Beto NepenuCKy, 3aKa3bl, H JCHEXHbIEe nepeBo Jbl 
HallpaBJATb Ha HMA: 


Cathedral Supply House, 15 East 97 Street 
New York 29, N. Y. 








K cBeseHnuw 0.0. Hactoatenei 


GpAXOAbl KOTOPbIX HyKMaoTcA B GorocayxKeGHbIx 
KHHrax 


Celiuac ecrb BO3MO*XHOCTA UpHobpectu us Esponsr 
cJelywune KHHTH: 

Munea mecaunaa (12 xunr), 

Munes npa3qHu4Haa, 

Manes o6maa, 

OxTonX, 

TpHowb TocTHas, 

TpHodb WBeTHAA, 

AllocTod, 

CaeqoBaHHasd WcaaTHph, 

TpeOdnuk, 

CayxeOnuk, 

Cayx6a na 1-1 Hex. Bea. nocta, 

Cayx6a na 7-10 Hel. Bea. nocta, 

IIponopeau cBam. 0. JbaueHko, 


Caopa, Oeceqn u peun Apxnenuckona Puazapeta 
['yMuaenckoro B 4 4. 


«Ceateab O2arouecTuA» HAM NOAH Kpyr WepKOB- 
HBX Oecel, NOyYeHHi u caoB mpot. B. Hapyzosa, B 2-x 
TOMaX. 

OObBACHEHHE BOCKPeCHBIX H pas ,HW4HBIX eBaHre- 
auii Bcero To,a, WHTACMBIX Ha AMTYPIHAX H BCeHOII- 
HBX OeHHAX C NOLPOOHHIMH JOTMATHYCCKHMH H HpaB- 
CTBCHHHIMH BHIBOLAMH, cBAM. Up. baveHKo. 

Yue uMewrTcs Jaa Npodaxku caeq. KAMTH: [loctHasa 
TpHOAb, ANOeTOA HM CAeLOBAHHAA WCadTHpb. 

Bee KHATH: B XOPOIeM COCTOAHHH, B Tepelsetax Hi 
IleHbI YMepeHHle. 

Inna, unTepecyromueca npHoOpetenHemM K—H. 
KHur OxaropoaaT OOpamatbea 10 agpecy: 

V. Rev. Levitsky, 525 Arlington St., Youngs- 
town 10, Ohio. 
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